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HUB  LAW  OFFICES 
Ford  Greene,  Esquire 
California  State  Bar  No.  107601 
711  sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  California  94960-1949 
Telephone:  (415)  253-0360 

PAUL  MORANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 
(213)  459-4745 


so 


ORIGINAL  FILED 

MR  1  s  ^ 

LOS  ANGELES 
SUPERIOR  COURT 

RECEIVED 


Attorney  for  Defendant  4  MAR  1  8  1993 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG 

HUB  LAW  OFFICES 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATS  OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  ) 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  ) 

not-for-profit  religious  ) 

corporation;  ) 

) 

Plaintiffs,  ) 

) 

vs.  ) 

) 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  ) 

through  25,  inclusive,  ) 

) 

Defendants.  ) 


) 

_ ) 

) 

AND  RELATED  CROSS -COMPLAINT  ) 

) 

- ) 

FORD  GREENE  declares: 


I 

» 

I 

! 

No.  BC  052395  B-f  PA* 


DECLARATION  OF  FORD  GREENE 
RE  APPLICATION  FOR  EXTENSION  TO 
OPPOSE  MOTIONS  FOR  SUMMARY 
ADJUDICATION 


■2-1 

DATE:  March  1993 

TIME:  8 : 30  a. a. 

DEPT:  30 


Discovery  Cut  Off:  4/5/93 
Disco  Motion  Cut  Off:  4/19/93 
Trial  Date:  5/3/93 


1.  I  am  an  attorney  licensed  to  practice  law  in  the  Courts 

1 

of  the  State  of  California  and  am  the  attorney  of  record  for 
Gerald  Armstrong,  defendant  and  cross-complainant  herein. 

2.  On  or  about  March  3,  1993,  plaintiff  and  cross-defendant 
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filed  three  motions  for  summary  adjudication  in  the  within 
litigation,  setting  a  hearing  date  of  March  31,  1993.  Said 
motions  constitute  92  pages  of  material  not  including  the  exhibits 
submitted  in  support  thereof. 

3.  The  summary  adjudication  motions  regarding  the  complaint 
were  served  by  hand  on  my  office  on  March  3,  1993,  but  were  served 

f 

by  nail  on  Mr.  Morantz,  thereby  depriving  Mr.  Morantz  and  I  of  our 
ability  to  assist  one  another  during  the  interim  and  making  said 
service  untimely  pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §  437c.  The  summary 
adjudication  motion  on  the  cross-complaint  was  served  by  mail  on 
both  Mr.  Morantz  and  me  on  March  3,  1993  making  said  service 
untimely  pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §  437c. 

4 .  Scientology  timed  the  service  and  bringing  of  said 
motions  at  the  last  possible  minute.  It  knew  that  my  time  was 
dedicated  to  the  preparation  of  Mr.  Armstrong's  defense  to  the 
contempt  proceeding,  the  trial  of  which  was  to  be  held  in 
Department  86,  the  Honorable  Diane  Wayne  presiding,  on  March  5, 
1993.  The  timing  of  the  summary  adjudication  motions  was 
caluculated  to  provide  me  with  as  little  opportunity  as  possible 
to  effectively  oppose  them,  and  to  rattle  me  while  preparing  for 
the  contempt  proceeding  as  well.  I  am  a  sole  practitioner.  Mr. 
Armstrong  is  my  sole  office  support  staff.  There  is  only  so  much 
which  I  can  do  due  to  limitations  of  available  time  and  human 
capacity.  In  my  three  years  experience  of  serious  litigation 

i 

against  Scientology  commencing  with  the  Aznaran  case,  I  have  found 
that  Scientology  will  take  as  much  advantage  as  possible  of  my 
lack  of  resources  and  man-power  and  has  spent  an  inordinate  amount 
of  time  tracking  my  practice  and  scheduling  in  order  to  do  so. 
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(Generally,  this  is  why  lawyers  won't  take  cases  against 
Scientology. )  Furthermore  and  by  way  cf  example,  Scientology  is 
aware  that  I  have  a  4-week  jury  trial  set  for  April  12,  1993, 
which  is  on  for  its  fifth  call  in  Sonoma  County  Superior  Court, 
Simon  v.  Chaknori  Ling  Foundation,  et.  al-.,  No.  175398. 

5.  Or.  Tuesday  afternoon,  March  9,  I  learned  that  my  cc- 
counsel,  Mr.  Morantz,  was  taking  his  sen  skiing  from  Thursday 
March  11  through  Monday  March  15,  1593  and  could  not  make  any  ex 
parte  application  for  the  remainder  of  the  week,  but  would  be 
available  to  do  on  Tuesday  March  16,  1993. 

6.  On  March  12,  1993,  my  office,  through  24r.  Armstrong, 
made  an  appointment  with  Department  3C's  clerk,  Steve,  to  obtain 
ex  parte  relief  on  March  16,  but  learned  that  the  court  would  be 
"dark*  that  day.  Instead,  on  March  12,  we  made  an  appointment 
with  Steve  to  seek  ex  parte  relief  cn  March  17 .  In  response  tc 
his  inquiry,  we  told  him  the  purpose  of  the  application  was  to 
seek  a  stay  or  to  obtain  an  extension  of  time  to  respond  to  the 
summary  adjudication  motions. 

7.  On  March  17,  1993,  Mr.  Morantz  appeared  on  the  ex  parte 
matter  seeking  either  (1)  an  immediate  stay  of  all  proceedings 
pending  a  decision  from  the  appeal  of  the  legality  of  the  contract 
at  issue  that  presently  is  before  the  Fourth  Division  cf  the 
Second  District  Court  of  Appeal,  No.  B  069450,  (2)  a  temporary 
stay  pending  a  full  hearing  on  the  motion  for  a  stay,  ar  (3)  an 
extension  of  time  to  file  oppositions  to  the  three  motions  for 

i 

summary  adjudication. 

8.  I  am  informed  and  believe  and  alleged  thereon  that  when 
Mr.  Morantz  made  the  ex  parte  application  on  March  17  the  Court 
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set  a  hearing  for  March  23,  1993  on  the  notion  for  3tay  and  set  a 
briefing  schedule  thereon.  I  an  advised  by  Mr,  Morantz  that,  in 
addition  to  the  foregoing,  the  Court  took  no  further  action. 

9.  On  March  17,  1993,  I  received  what  was  purported  to  be  a 
notice  of  ruling  from  Scientology  counsel  which  stated  that  the 
Court  expressly  ordered  that  any  extension  of  time  within  which  to 
file  oppositions  to  the  summary  adjudication  notions  was  denied 
and  had  ordered  plaintiffs  to  give  notice  thereof.  Mr.  Morantz 
advises  me  that  such  is  false. 

10.  For  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  I  have  not  been  able  to 
file  oppositions  to  the  summary  adjudication  motions  and  made 
every  effort  to  obtain  a  continuance  thereof.  As  to  the  two 
summary  adjudication  motions  on  the  complaint,  I  am  in  default  and 
as  to  the  summary  adjudication  motion  on  the  cross-complaint,  it 
was  not  timely  served,  In  light  of  the  Court's  ruling  on  the 
March  17,  1993  ex  parte  application,  I  am  not  certain  whether  any 
extension  of  time  was  granted  or  not  and  for  the  record  an 
advising  the  Court  of  the  events  leading  to  yesterday's  ex  parte 
application. 

11.  I  am  aware  that  a  facsimile  copy  of  this  declaration 
will  be  submitted  to  the  Court  and  I  authorize  the  same  to  occur 
as  if  it  were  the  original  certified  by  my  original  signature. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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Under  penalty  of  perjury  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
California  I  hereby  declare  that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct 
according  to  my  first-hand  knowledge,  except  those  natters  stated 
to  be  on  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters,  I 
believe  them  to  be  true. 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 

I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Marin,  State  of  California.  X 
am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  am  not  a  party  to  the  above  j 
entitled  action.  My  business  address  is  711  Sir  Francis  Drake 
Boulevard,  San  Anselmo,  California.  I  served  the  following 
documents:  declaration  of  ford  greene  re  application  for 

EXTENTION  TO  OPPOSE  MOTIONS  FOR  SUMMARY 
ADJUDICATION  ' 

- 

on  the  following  person (s)  on  the  date  set  forth  below,  by  placing  j 
a  true  copy  thereof  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  with  postage 
thereon  fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United  States  Mail  at 

l 

San  Anselmo,  California: 

Andrew  Wilson,  Esquire  By  Fax  | 

WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 

235  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 

LAURIE  J,  BARTILSON,  ESQ. 

Bowles  &  Moxon  By  Fax 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

PAUL  M0RANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 

■  I 

I  caused  such  envelope  with  postage  thereon  \ 

fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United 
States  Mail  at  San  Anselmo,  California. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above 
is  true  and  correct. 

18,  1993 


txj 

(By  Mail) 

[x] 

(State) 

DATED:  March 
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HUB  LAW  OFFICES 
Ford  Greene,  Esquire 
California  State  Bar  No.  107601 
711  Sir  Francis  Drake  Boulevard 
San  Anselmo,  California  94960-1949 
Telephone:  (415)  258-0360 

PAUL  MORANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.0.  BOX  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 
(213)  459-4745 

Attorney  for  Defendant 
GERALD  ARMSTRONG 


SUPERIOR  COURT  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 
IN  AND  FOR  THE  COUNTY  OF  LOS  ANGELES 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY  ) 

INTERNATIONAL,  a  California  ) 

not-for-profit  religious  ) 

corporation;  ) 

) 

Plaintiffs,  ) 

) 

vs .  ) 

) 

GERALD  ARMSTRONG;  DOES  1  ) 

through  25,  inclusive,  ) 

) 

Defendants.  ) 

) 

_ ) 

) 

AND  RELATED  CROSS-COMPLAINT  ) 

) 

_ ) 


FORD  GREENE  declares: 


No.  BC  052395 


DECLARATION  OF  FORD  GREENE 
RE  APPLICATION  FOR  EXTENSION  TO 
OPPOSE  MOTIONS  FOR  SUMMARY 
ADJUDICATION 


23 

DATE:  March  ,-3^  199  3 

TIME:  8:30  a.m. 

DEPT:  30 


Discovery  Cut  Off:  4/5/93 
Disco  Motion  Cut  Off:  4/19/93 
Trial  Date:  5/3/93 


1.  I  am  an  attorney  licensed  to  practice  law  in  the  Courts 
of  the  State  of  California  and  am  the  attorney  of  record  for 
Gerald  Armstrong,  defendant  and  cross-complainant  herein. 

2.  On  or  about  March  3,  1993,  plaintiff  and  cross-defendant 
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filed  three  motions  for  summary  adjudication  in  the  within 
litigation,  setting  a  hearing  date  of  March  31,  1993.  Said 
motions  constitute  92  pages  of  material  not  including  the  exhibits 
submitted  in  support  thereof. 

3.  The  summary  adjudication  motions  regarding  the  complaint 
were  served  by  hand  on  my  office  on  March  3,  1993,  but  were  served 
by  mail  on  Mr.  Morantz,  thereby  depriving  Mr.  Morantz  and  I  of  our 
ability  to  assist  one  another  during  the  interim  and  making  said 
service  untimely  pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §  437c.  The  summary 
adjudication  motion  on  the  cross-complaint  was  served  by  mail  on 
both  Mr.  Morantz  and  me  on  March  3,  1993  making  said  service 
untimely  pursuant  to  C.C.P.  §  437c. 

4.  Scientology  timed  the  service  and  bringing  of  said 
motions  at  the  last  possible  minute.  It  knew  that  my  time  was 
dedicated  to  the  preparation  of  Mr.  Armstrong's  defense  to  the 
contempt  proceeding,  the  trial  of  which  was  to  be  held  in 
Department  86,  the  Honorable  Diane  Wayne  presiding,  on  March  5, 
1993.  The  timing  of  the  summary  adjudication  motions  was 
caluculated  to  provide  me  with  as  little  opportunity  as  possible 
to  effectively  oppose  them,  and  to  rattle  me  while  preparing  for 
the  contempt  proceeding  as  well.  I  am  a  sole  practitioner.  Mr. 
Armstrong  is  my  sole  office  support  staff.  There  is  only  so  much 
which  I  can  do  due  to  limitations  of  available  time  and  human 
capacity.  In  my  three  years  experience  of  serious  litigation 
against  Scientology  commencing  with  the  Aznaran  case,  I  have  found 
that  Scientology  will  take  as  much  advantage  as  possible  of  my 
lack  of  resources  and  man-power  and  has  spent  an  inordinate  amount 
of  time  tracking  my  practice  and  scheduling  in  order  to  do  so. 
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(Generally,  this  is  why  lawyers  won't  take  cases  against 
Scientology.)  Furthermore  and  by  way  of  example,  Scientology  is 
aware  that  I  have  a  4-week  jury  trial  set  for  April  12,  1993, 
which  is  on  for  its  fifth  call  in  Sonoma  County  Superior  Court, 
Simon  v.  Chakpori  Lina  Foundation,  et  al..  No.  175898. 

5.  On  Tuesday  afternoon,  March  9,  I  learned  that  my  co¬ 
counsel,  Mr.  Morantz,  was  taking  his  son  skiing  from  Thursday 
March  11  through  Monday  March  15,  1993  and  could  not  make  any  ex 
parte  application  for  the  remainder  of  the  week,  but  would  be 
available  to  do  on  Tuesday  March  16,  1993. 

6.  On  March  12,  1993,  my  office,  through  Mr.  Armstrong, 
made  an  appointment  with  Department  30's  clerk,  Steve,  to  obtain 
ex  parte  relief  on  March  16,  but  learned  that  the  court  would  be 
"dark"  that  day.  Instead,  on  March  12,  we  made  an  appointment 
with  Steve  to  seek  ex  parte  relief  on  March  17.  In  response  to 
his  inquiry,  we  told  him  the  purpose  of  the  application  was  to 
seek  a  stay  or  to  obtain  an  extension  of  time  to  respond  to  the 
summary  adjudication  motions. 

7.  On  March  17,  1993,  Mr.  Morantz  appeared  on  the  ex  parte 

matter  seeking  either  (1)  an  immediate  stay  of  all  proceedings 
pending  a  decision  from  the  appeal  of  the  legality  of  the  contract 
at  issue  that  presently  is  before  the  Fourth  Division  of  the 
Second  District  Court  of  Appeal,  No.  B  069450,  (2)  a  temporary 

stay  pending  a  full  hearing  on  the  motion  for  a  stay,  or  (3)  an 
extension  of  time  to  file  oppositions  to  the  three  motions  for 
summary  adjudication. 

8.  I  am  informed  and  believe  and  alleged  thereon  that  when 
Mr.  Morantz  made  the  ex  parte  application  on  March  17  the  Court 
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set  a  hearing  for  March  23,  1993  on  the  motion  for  stay  and  set  a 
briefing  schedule  thereon.  I  am  advised  by  Mr.  Morantz  that,  in 
addition  to  the  foregoing,  the  Court  took  no  further  action. 


9.  On  March  17,  1993,  I  received  what  was  purported  to  be  a 
notice  of  ruling  from  Scientology  counsel  which  stated  that  the 
Court  expressly  ordered  that  any  extension  of  time  within  which  to 
file  oppositions  to  the  summary  adjudication  motions  was  denied 
and  had  ordered  plaintiffs  to  give  notice  thereof.  Mr.  Morantz 
advises  me  that  such  is  false. 

10.  For  the  reasons  set  forth  above,  I  have  not  been  able  to 
file  oppositions  to  the  summary  adjudication  motions  and  made 
every  effort  to  obtain  a  continuance  thereof.  As  to  the  two 
summary  adjudication  motions  on  the  complaint,  I  am  in  default  and 
as  to  the  summary  adjudication  motion  on  the  cross-complaint,  it 
was  not  timely  served.  In  light  of  the  Court's  ruling  on  the 
March  17,  1993  ex  parte  application,  I  am  not  certain  whether  any 
extension  of  time  was  granted  or  not  and  for  the  record  am 
advising  the  Court  of  the  events  leading  to  yesterday's  ex  parte 
application. 

11.  I  am  aware  that  a  facsimile  copy  of  this  declaration 
will  be  submitted  to  the  Court  and  I  authorize  the  same  to  occur 
as  if  it  were  the  original  certified  by  my  original  signature. 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
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Under  penalty  of  perjury  pursuant  to  the  laws  of  the  State  of 
California  I  hereby  declare  that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct 
according  to  my  first-hand  knowledge,  except  those  matters  stated 


to  be  on  information  and  belief,  and  as  to  those  matters,  I 
believe  them  to  be  true. 
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PROOF  OF  SERVICE 


I  am  employed  in  the  County  of  Marin,  State  of  California.  I 

am  over  the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  am  not  a  party  to  the  above 

entitled  action.  My  business  address  is  711  Sir  Francis  Drake 

Boulevard,  San  Anselmo,  California.  I  served  the  following 

documents:  DECLARATION  OF  FORD  GREENE  RE  APPLICATION  FOR 

EXTENTION  TO  OPPOSE  MOTIONS  FOR  SUMMARY 
ADJUDICATION 

on  the  following  person (s)  on  the  date  set  forth  below,  by  placing 
a  true  copy  thereof  enclosed  in  a  sealed  envelope  with  postage 
thereon  fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United  States  Mail  at 
San  Anselmo,  California: 

Andrew  Wilson,  Esguire  By  Fax 

WILSON,  RYAN  &  CAMPILONGO 

235  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  450 

San  Francisco,  California  94104 


LAURIE  J.  BARTILSON,  ESQ. 

Bowles  &  Moxon  By  Fax 

6255  Sunset  Boulevard,  Suite  2000 
Los  Angeles,  California  90028 

PAUL  MORANTZ,  ESQ. 

P.O.  Box  511 

Pacific  Palisades,  CA  90272 


[x]  (By  Mail)  I  caused  such  envelope  with  postage  thereon 

fully  prepaid  to  be  placed  in  the  United 
States  Mail  at  San  Anselmo,  California. 


[x]  (State) 

DATED:  March  18, 


I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the 
laws  of  the  State  of  California  that  the  above 
is  true  and  correct. 
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